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PREFACE

In preparing the text of Nyayakulisa for the press the following
manuseripts have been collated

1 R.No 3200 Paper Grantha

script 12 Vadas Government Orental Manus-
2 R.No 4910 Devanagan scipt | erpts Library, Madras
12 Vadas

3 36 A.4 Grantha senpt pp 368  Manuscripts Library, Adyar
A. 355 Telugu scmpt. pp 75
8 Vadas only
5 3727 Grantha script pp 107
8 Vadas only
6 A palmleaf MS mn Grantha script kindly supplied to us by
Mr D T Tatachariar, Principal, 11 Venkateswara Sansknt
College, Tirupats.
7 AMS m Telugu seript obtamed from Nellore

8 A transcript made for the use of His Holness Paramahamsa
Parvrajaka Srimvasa Maha Desika

Suggestions for filimg up the many lacunae i the text have been
made 1n square brackets, and suggestions of better readings have been
given w round brackets

His Holness Paramahamsa Parvrajaka Rangaramanuja swams,
Tarkarnava T Viraraghavacharar, Professor of Nyaya, $r1 Venkates-
wara Sansknt College, Tirupati Panditaraja D T Tatacharnar, MOL,
Prinapal, §n1 Venkateswara Senskrit College and Mr T E. Viraragava-
charar, Professor, Rajahs College of Sanshnt and Taml Studies, Tri-
vad: have throughout taken a very kindly wterest 1o this work and
helped us 1n mamfold ways To them we express our deepest sense of
gratitude We acknowledge also the very great debt we owe to Maha-
mahopadhyaya Professor § Kuppuswam Sastriar, MA, LES (Retd),
for the facilities he gave us for consulting the manuscripts lodged in the
Government Oriental Manuscripts Tabrary, Madras, for the helpful
suggestions given to us from tume to time and for hus kundness m wniting
a Foreword to this ook Our sincere thanks are due to Professors
M R Rajagopala Awyangar, M A, LT,and K R APFb!:hanar'

MA.LT for having read the Introduction and made valuable suggec,
N-1
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Pror S Kurpuswamr Sastriar MA LES (REeTiRED)

The Nyayakulisa 15 2 rare authontative and scholarly handbook of
the Visistadvaita school of Vedanta Its author Sri Atreya Ramanuja
otherwise known as Vadihamsambuvaha was the maternal uncle and
teacher of $r1 Vedanta Desitka who flourished 1n the last quarter of the
thirteenth century and the first half of the fourteenth century AD
If Bhagavad Ramanuja 15 the leading exponent of the Visistadvaita
doctrine and the great Bhasyakara of the Vedanta-darana m the
Visistadvarta setting and 1if the credit of preparing s way belongs to
Bhagavad Yamunacarya 1t may be said that 1o a closely simlar manner
$r1 Vedanta Desika stands out as the greatest champion of Visistadvarta
polemies and $r1 Desika’s v mn s pol 15 the unfail
Leghtrung shaft of diualectic which his elder contemporary and teacher
$n1 Atreya Ramanuja has provided in the Nyayakulisa

Any systematic studv of Vedantic thought would be impossible
without a comparative study of at least the three chief schools of Vedanta
~Advaita Visistadvaita and Dvaita  The Nyayakuhse 1s very useful
for this purpose This treatise discusses the chief tenets of the Visista
dvarta school under thirteen dialectic heads mn a polemical style ‘The
incisive logic of the author’s enticisms particularly where he deals wath
the views of the Advaita school is admirable and compels a very
respectful consideration

This important and valuable treatise was hitherto known only
through a few manuseripts here and there 'The credit of bringing out
a rehable and carefully prepared edihion of this rare Visistadvaila
manual for the first ftme belongs to my learned colleagues—Pandit K
Srimivasacharar of the Sansknit Department and Professor R Ramanuja
charar of the Philosophy Department Annamalan University and
the world of scholars and all interested m Indian culture ought to feel
grateful to the learned editors for the substantial eontmbution they have
made fo the siudy and apprecation of the Vedanta by bningmg out a
good editton of this rmportant work the Nyayakulise The lyed
summaries 1n English and Sansknt, which the ed tors have prepared with
great care and prefixed to the fext of the work will considerably enhance
the usefulness of this publication
A“;f“;‘_“l‘;‘gia" S Kurruswasa Sasmr
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3 ap t place mn the development of
Visistad philosophy after Raménuja Its author, Atreya Raméanua,
was the guru and the maternal uncle of the famous Vedanta Destka
(1268-1369) He was the fifth i the succession of llustrious Visistadvaitie
teachers (guruparampara) commencing from Bhagavad Ramanuja,
the author of $ri Bhisye It 1s noteworthy that, in the apostolie succes-
sion, the great Rimanuya was followed by three members of the famly
to which Atreya Raminuja belonged, namely, his great-grandfather, his
grandfather and his own father Thus Atreya Raminuja and his hineal
ancestors enjoyed the proud privilege of bemg the accredited exponents
of Vifistadvartic thought to the four successtve generations that followed
Bhagavad Rimanuja  Some of the most emment thinkers and men
of letters of later days were also scions of thus illustrious stock The
celebrated Gopala Desika of Kumbakonam and the poet Venkatidhvarin
may be aited as examples Among the chief contributions of the former
to philesophuic thought the most imvortant are Sarasvidini, a brlliant
commentary on Rahasya traya-sira,a classic exposttion of Visistadvaitism,
and Niksepaeintamam S Gopala Desika had the umque distmetion of
bemng the of three a: Venkatidhvarin, the author of
ihe justly famous Vivagunaderss, so omgmnal m 1ts conception and
execution, was a prolfic wrniter Mmmidmsd makaranda, Vidhitraya-
parttrana, Sravananande, Laksmsahasra andUttarg-campr are among
lus composiions

The matenals for writmg Atreya Ramanuja’s biography are dis-
appointingly scanty It 1s, however, learnt on reliable authornty that he
was born at Conjivaram 1 the year 1220 A D (Kal era 4322, month
of Citra m the year Vikrama) At the close of each chapter of Nyaya-
kulise he mentions humself as the son of Padmanabharya His father
must also have been known as Ranga Ramanuja, as 1s evzdent from the
traditional account

catrard 11 Tea® R = +

upratisthims reyam R um bhaje ||
His great-grandfather, Pranatartthardcirya, also called Kadamhbi
Acchin, was an able exponent of Visistadvaita philosophy  So great were
Pranatirtiharacirya’s scholarship and his powers of argument and
expositon that he was named ‘Vedantodayana’ (the Udayana of
Vedantic thought) He was the most trusted and loyal diserple of Sri
Rimanuja, the author of S Bhagya Fmnding that hus enemies were
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secretly plottng to poison Ramanuja, Gosthipiirna, one of hus five great
AcAryas, was casting about for a devoted and trustworthy disciple who
could be safely entrusted with the duty of protecting Rimanwuja’s person
and at last found the man he sought for i Pranatirtharacarya and
appointed im as the guardian of Ramanuja’s person He assigned to
him the responsible duty of preparmg food for Raminuja Hence, he
came to be known as Mahanasicirya

From 'us father Atreya Ramanwja learnt the mnner significance of
the mantras held sacred by the Vasnavites 'The eminent Vatsya
Varadaguru otherwise known as Nadadir Amma! taught him the Sre
Bhésya and other Vedante works Atreya Rimanuja was a bold and
original thimker In recognition of his remarkable skill in dialectres, the
title ¢ Vadihamsimbuvaha ® was conferred upon him

Tradition as preserved by s descendants speaks of him as the
author of three books But of these Nwayakulie alone 1s now
existence the others having been irretrievably lost It 15 a matter for
sreat regret that even the names of these books have been forgotten
In his Tatparya Condrika the famous gless on Ramanuya’s Gitd Bhasyt
Vedanta Desika quotes 1n the course of s comments on verses 14-15
of Chapter XVIII Acarya Vadthamsambuvaha as saymng —

Vaisamye sat: karmanamavisamah kim nama kuryat krtl
kumvodarataya dadita Varado vafichant: cet durgatim |

Evidently this 1s a quotation from one of the missing books Jud-
ging from this fragment, one 15 led to believe that the work from which
this has been extracted was m all probability a religious Iyric (stotra)
m prase of the Lord

Vadit Smbuvaha was f m s pupl His nephew and
disaiple, Vedanta Desika agan and agan speaks of his own extra-
ordinary good luck i having had such a preceptor and expresses kus deep
sense of gratitude for what hus guru had done for him  In one place
1n the Rahasya traya sara he says that his guru tramed him as the tramer
of hirds would tramn a parrot In another context in the same work he
owns that in his own writings he 1s merely giving outward expression
to what huis acarya had mscnbed in his mind  Even when due allowance
is made for Vedanta Desika s self effacing modesty the fact still remams
that he owes much to Atreya R: Readers of Rah traya sdra
will yemember that its author refers to the great knack that his uncle
and guru had of expressing highly abstract thoughts m an exceedingly

simple manner with the md of homely similes that enabled the Listener
to go straight to the heart of the matter To explan the mystic signt-
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camething to be done (karya) is the ultimate significance of every pro-
position, the Veda must have such a thing (kdrya) or an action for its
£inal import. The entire body of the upanisadic texts dealmg with
Brahman or Atman would lose all validity, and the ground would be cut
from under the feet of the Vedantin. Henee, the first chapter addresses
1tself to the task of refuting the Prabhikara view

The Pribhakaras mamtan that each word denotes not, as 1t 15 com-
monly supposed, the thing standing by itself, but always the thing as
related 1o seme manner to action.  And the proposition which 1s merely
a group of such words must, if 1t 1s to be mntelligible at all, refer to some
action. The aim of the propo 15 not to an idea, but
o convey a command or injunction directly leading to the accomplish-
mnent of something  Those who believe that words do also denote extstent
entities must say that in the child s presence the father, mother, teacher
or other elderly person pownts with the finger to different objects n the
enviroament and at the same time also utters their respective names , the
observant child learns 1n course of ture that these words of themselves
denc’e the several objects i the environment and that the application
of such 2nd such words to such and such things 15 based on the denotatine
power of words and that the meanings of words do not include a reference
to actions. But this view, say the Prabhakaras, 1s not tenable Of the three
factors involved here—(1) the uttenng of a name, (u) the action of
poinung with the finger and (w) the meanmg conveyed—it has to be
considered whether the sound uttered must be included along with the
significance conveyed, tn what 15 to be taught (bodhya) or whether 1t
is to be classed alung wath the act of ponting 1n that which teaches (the
bodhaka)  As it 1s accepted by both the parties that pomting with the
finger 13 the instrument for denoting existing things 1t 1s needless to
regard $abda alse as an instrument (bodheka) serving the self same pur-
pose It would appear from thus that sabda does not convey any sigm-

ficance  Hemce in respect of exastent things (nddhdrtha) sabda is not
authontative
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(gam @naya), ‘fetch the horse’ (asvam anaya) and ‘tie up the cow’
(gam badhana) and so forth which elderly persons use m daily inter-
course Since this 1s the natural process of learning a language the mean-
g of every word comes to be associated mn the child’s mund with some
action or other It follows, therefore, that every word has the power to
signify an action, but never the mere capacity to sigmfy existent things

As against this view the author urges that 1t 1s not without a purpose
that when an elderly person tries to teach the young the sigmuficance of
words he both points to objects and utters their names It 1s only when
the object denoted by the word, rather than the uiterance of the word
atself, 1s considered as the bodhya (what 1s made known), entering upon
any activity 1 regard to that object or reframing therefrom would be
possible Therefore, sabda cannot legitimately be treated as the bodhya,
1t can only be regarded as the bodhake While the act of pointing with
the finger will quute suffice for awakerung a knowledge of the object, the
utterance of the word 1s not altogether superfluous It serves to fix the
matter durably 1n the mind, just as the use of different synonyms helps
to din the 1dea mnto the mund of the pupil.

There 1s no truth 1n the charge that the belief that words denote
matters of fact comes mnto confhict with the doctrine of anvitabhidhana
{re the view that any word 1n a sentence conveys something, not as an
1solated unit, but as closely bound up with that of other words mn the
same sentence). For what really happens 1s this each word m a sen-
tence at first recalls to rund somethuing Eg, 1n the judgment * Fetch
the cow’, the term *fetch’ recalls to mind some sigmficance and ‘ cow’
revives some past impressions Whether the revived elements fit mnto an

ignble whole of 1s next dered by taking note of factors,
such as yogyata (congrutty), ehenl sa (the demand for a word or words
to complete the sense) and sanmdhe (proximuty) It is only after the

1, logical and ph t of words have been taken
mnto account that each word in the sentence can be said fo express a
d with what the other word has recalled
‘Fetch,' for le, conveys a ted with what  cow * has
recalled, and ‘cow’ denotes something related to what *fetch’ has
revived

A similar explanation holds good of assertive propositions also
In the proposition ‘This cow is white, *this cow’ denotes something
related to the significance recalled by the term *white?, and the word
‘white® has a meaning closely bound up with what the term ‘cow’ has
recalled to mund  Thus, in no case need we give up the doctnne of
anritdbhidhidna,
N2
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2  Svatch-praminye-vada

To prove that the Vedas are m their very nature (sveteh) vahd,
the author, m the manner of the Bhatta Mimamsakas, seeks to establish
m this chapter the doctrine known as svateh praminye-vdda (the self-
validity of knowledge) In demonstrating this position the mam con-
troversy 1s with the Natyayikas who are advocates of paratah-pramanya-
vada (the theory of vahdity from outside)

The Naiyayika contends that both in respect of its ongin {utpattau)
and 1n respect of discovery (sfiaptau) validity 1s extrmsic, and not wn-
trinsie, to the judgment Taking the question of how knowledge
comes to be true or false (uipattu) 1t must be conceded says
the Nayayika, that valdity or Lidity  d
wpon the honesty and competence of the speaker (vaktr-gum;) or huis
ignorance, deceit and other defects (vaktr-dose) It 15 of the very
nature of knowledge to be revelatory of reality (arthaprakasatva) ,
and this character of revealing the reality 13 a general feature
(sedharane dherme) found i vehd and invalid cogmtions ahke
Validity and invalidity, however, are special features (wisesa dharmas)
met with 1n certan judgments alone Though each of these may co-
exist with i , each 15 yet cff from the latter  Hence 1t
follows that whether a given judgment 1s true or false depends entirely
upon circumstances other than those that account for the genesis of the
the judgment 1tself  The following analogy illustrates this position
While vrksatva (tree-ness) 1s a wider generality present alike n the
simsapd, paluse and other trees simsapaive and palasatve are narrower
generalities present only i a hmited area Tree-ness may co exist with
simsapatva  None the less, the two are considered distinct

Coming to the question of how we become aware of truth and fal-
sity 1n order to ascertan the validity of a judgment it 15 necessary to
take note of external such as of (1) the
honesty and competence of the speaker (guna~jiiane) (u) the con-
sensus of opmion (samvada yisna) and () s capacity to lead to
frntful actions (ertha-krya kart)

The Naiyiyrika goes on to pomnt out that on the view that the very
factors which emable us to apprehend the knowledge itself must also
reveal iis praminya, there would be no possibility of doubt regarding
the vahdity of judgments

He thinks that there 1s no danger of the authontativeness of the
Vedas being sacrficed 1f the doctrnine of self-validity is not accepted
For on the doct of paratah-pramanya, ity must result from the
defects of the source Since the omniscient Lord, the author of the Vedas,
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possesses mfimte perfections and ean have no defects of any kind, the
Vedas cannot be invahd Therefore, mn order to establish that the

vedie teaching 1s valid, it 1s dless to to svatah-pra
vide
Thxs may be expressed m syllogistic form as follows - —Valdity 1s
upon other than the causes of knowledge, for,

while bemng an effect, validity, hke mvahdity, 1s a particular mode of
knowledge

The mam pomt of the refutation 1s that jfignatve and praménya are
not separate, but identical Priminya 1s merely the power of revealing
the thing as it really 15 In other words, 1t consists m taking note of
the thing 1 10ns  ( ), the hfications (mée~
sanas), and the relation between these (sambandha) Just as the power
to burn things 1s wherent i fire, even so pramanya belongs to the very
essence of jidna It 13 present in true judgments as also 1n false ones,
fcr even m the xl.lusmn 1dam rajatam’ (this 1s sxlver), so far as the

] ‘idam’ 15 d there 15

Even if jfiinatva and pram@inya were different, 1t could not be
suggested on reasonable grounds that primdnya 15 a special feature
(vifesa-dharma) like palaSatva or sumsapitva  For, just as a certam
bodily form or structure (samsthéinag) 1s present in all cows and serves
to mamfest gotra, prdmanye 1s present in knowledge and serves
to reveal jiidnatie Even when the form or structure of a particular
cow does not conform in every detail {o the type, for the reason that ﬁle
given ammal 1s hornless, bhind or otherwise defective, the name ‘ cow’
1s niot demied to it Sumlarly, 1 the ease of the 1llusory cogmition, even
1n the at of b the two factors do suffice for
mamfesting jfianatva Just as a certamn structure or form (samsthina)
which serves to reveal gotve 15 considered a general quality, even so
praminya which helps to mamfest 3fidnatie may quite well be a common
feature But for pramanya, knowledge would cease to be knowledge

Next 1t 15 shown that the analogy of ®treeness’ 1s not apposite In
the fimdapd tree there are two aspects—(1) certam features common
to all trees mndicative of vrksatra (treesness) and (2) certan features
peculiar to the &imfapd tree revealing $méapitva. But in the case of
Jiidna apart from the general feature, namely, praminye which reveals
Jiidnatva, no specal feature reveahng primanya 15 met with Therefore,
on the analogy of tree-ness and sim3apatva which stand respectively for
wider and narrower generalities, we cannot treat jfiinatva and pramanya
as sadhdrana and tesese dharmas Hence in respeect of ongin (utpaits),
besides the causes of knowledge no other factors are needed to account
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for praminya In a word, pramanya is mherent mn the very nature of
Inowledge

Agam, the truth of a judgment cannot be said to be discovered from
a knowledge of the ments (guna) of the speaker When the knowledge
of an object anses 1n the self, the object ecomes to be endowed with an

known as 7 prakasa, or artha-prakisa  Vahdity
15 sumply the power of jiidna to produce this artha prokdss From the
artha-prokdsa, the effect its cause, namely, jidna 1s wnferred The in-
ference which reveals jfiana must dlso make known is pramanya
(validity) When the discovery of truth 1s said to be mtrmsie (svateh)
all that 1s meant 1s that the validity of knowledge 15 understood from the
very inference whereby knowledge itself 15 inferred, and that no addi
tional factor 1s required therefor

The charge that on svateh-praményae-vade there would be no room
for any doubt regardmg primanya (vahdity) mn any circumstances i
met by saying that one may believe 1 self-validity and still entertain
doubts Belief in self-validity does not obviate doubt As long as there
15 Toom for suspecting that there may be factors leading fo apramanya,
doubts are bound to arise even though there 1s behef m validity To
llustrate the pomt —Even though 1t 18 well known that the seed has the
power o produce the sprout, one may yet entertamn doubts about a
particular seed, for who knows 1t has not lost its power to germinate
on account of its proximuty to fire It 1s only when the person ean be
sure that the seed could not have been placed by the side of the fire
that he eould give up this doubt This doubt does not lead one to
abandon the general belief m the power of the seed to sprout
Simlarly even when 1t 1s known that judgments are m their imnate
nature valid yet doubts concermng the vahidity of particular judgments
may arise, so long as the possibilities of thewr bemng invahd are not
ruled out The exstence of doubts does not necessamly lead to the
rejection of the belief that the discovery of validity 1s mstrmsic
(svatah)

In conclusion, 1t 15 shown that the argument advanced by the
opponent 15 lLiable to be charged with the fallacy of hetva
siddht  Pramanya, as mdicated already 1s a general feature and not a
special quality requinng a special cause

3 Khyitrmrupena-vada

!n this chapter the author repudiates the akhyat: of the Prabhakara
M kas and the Anir iy khyats of the Advaitins and main-

tans the Anyathe Fhyati of the Nayayikas and Yathartha khyat
4 d by the Visistad
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The Prabhakaras contend that in the erroneous cogmition ‘ This 1s
silver’ there 15 no sensory contact with silver ‘This’ 1s a presented
fact, and ‘silver’ 1s 2 memory experience There are thus two
elements—(1) experience of present object and (u) memory—and
not a single psychosis as the Naiydyika supposes But agamst ths,
the Naiyayika urges that if the representative element concerns silver
m the shop (apanasta), there could only be the judgment ‘There 1s
silver 1n the shop’ and not ¢ This object on the roadside 1s silver * The
Prabhakara answer 1s that owing to certamn defects (dosa) the real
location of silver 1s lost sight of A person proceeds to pick the
object on the road side not because he percewves the silver element
theremn but because he fals to notice the difference between
the memory of silver and the presented object

The very existence of differences of opmon among rival thinkers
may be said to pomnt to anyatha khyat: Take the two statements
“Sound (sabda) 1s eternal’ and ‘Sound i1s non-eternal ’ Since two
mutually contradictory quahties cannot reside mn the self same object
the person who believes m the etermity of sound thinks that etermty 15
present mn sound and that ly, hus has und od
the nature of sound differently from what it 15  Similarly the believer
m the perishabibty of sound thinks that ‘non etermty ’ dwells in sound
and that, therefore his opponent hac misunderstood the nature of sound
Hence the quarrel between the two But on the Prabhakara view that
error 1s not a umt of knowledge but a composite of two jiianas the
Judgment ‘sound 1s eternal’ would consist of two items of jiana—(1)
sabda and (i) etermty, and the judgment ‘sound s non-eternal®
conveys knowledge of sound and also knowledge of non etermty In
either case, the judgment does not assert that etermity or non eternity 18
present in sound And so long as this 1s not so there 1s no room for

dispute

A corsideration of the way mn which the subsequent judgment falst-
fies the earlier but erroneocus cogrution would serve to show that m the
first. cogpution the mund. mast, have und A the thing & g from,
uts real nature (anyatha) The sublating cogmition, ‘ Thus 1s not silver,
1t 15 only shell’ an earlier jud; ¢ Thus 1s silver’, where
the silver element 1s erroneously synthesised with * this”

Further so long as the silver element 1s not perceived m ‘this’
that 15 so long as the nature of the object on the roadside 1s not grasped
differently from what 1t 15 (anyatha), there will not anise the actiity of
pcking the object On the Prabhikara account the activity of pick-
1ng the object as though it were s.lver, 15 due merely to our failure to
notice the difference between the memory element (Le, silver) and the
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percewved element (bhedagrahana} If so we must also react to it
as shell because 1 1t we do not percerve the difference from the shell
Should 1t be said that the difference from the shell 1s percerved clearly
there 1s anyatha khyatt or wrong synthesis

Bhrant: or 1llusory cognition 1s a particular mode of knowledge and
35 a mustake of commission and not one of omisston It 15 the mere fa1
lure to apprehend difference 1If so as there 1s non apprehension of
difference m deep sleep deep sleep would have to be treated as bhrantt
Hence 1t follows that 1lluston mvolves anyatha khyate

It 15 anyatha khyat: rather than ekhyate that does justice to the
nature of experience When a person realises hus mustake he 15 found
to confess 1 mustook shell for silver’ he 1s never found to say * I fairled

to keep apart the memory of silver from the perceved object on the
road'

The advocates of amrvacaniye khyatr assert that jnana 1s the only
ultimate reality Swmce 1t 15 quality less the character of apprehending
the object which 1s ordinarily aseribed to jnana cannot strictly specking
be attributed to 1t The objects apprehended are neither sat nor gsat
For if they were unreal they would not be perceived and 1f they were
real they would not be sublated But they are percewved and later sub
lated Hence they are indescribable or amrvacamye This pure con

sciousness or gnana 15 no other than the substrate (asraya) of illemti
mate transference (edhyasa)

In refutation of emrvacamya khyatr 1t 1s first pomnted out that as
knowledge 1s saxd to partake of the characters of being paroksa
(indireet)  aparokse diate) bh (e ) smrtr
{memory) and so forth jnana cannot be said to be mirdharmaka (with
out qualities) Secondly as objects of experience are known they are
st and as they are later contradicted they are asat  and they would
thus be both sat and asat and not sadasad-vilak or amyr
Moreover 1t cannot be said that gnena 1s merely the afraya of Mlemtr
mate transference (adhyasa) On the contrary it really pomts to an

otject outside Tt 1s the very nature of knowledge to pomnt to really
existent thungs

The doctnine of quintuplication (pafic: karana) according to which
all objects of the perceptible world contain all the five elements (bhutas)
though 1 varying proportions lends support to yathartha khyatt
On this view the object concerming which the illusory yudgment * This is
silver * arises contains silver as also shell The silver element 18 how
ever very shight the shell element predominating It 1s the failure to
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note the shghtness (alpatia) of the silver element and the preponder-
ance of the shell 8lement that accounts for the illusion The subsequent
Judgment “This 1s not silver” anses when the dommnance of the shell
element 1s realised, and 1t inhibits the achivity which was prompted by
the failure to notice this dommance The assertion that the erroneous
cogmtion ‘this 1s siver’ disappears when the subsequent judgment
“This 15 shell ” arises does not mean that the former judgment 1s aban-
doned, 1t only signifies that the activity prompted by the earlier cogm-
tion 15 arrested Thus, all judgments reveal only what exist

4 Svayamprakase réda

The fourth chapter 15 d d to the blisk of the docinne
that jndna 1s self-luminous (sveyamprahasa) The ground 1s prepared
for this doctrine by the refutation of the views of Kumanla, Murar
Misra and the Naiyayikas mn regard to this matter

According to Kumarila jfiana has the power fo reveal other objects
excepting 1itself It does not, however, mean that it 1s unknowable
‘Though 1t cannot be grasped by the senses, 1t 15 inferred from the allu-

(prak ) which 1t mn objects that are known
Thus 1t 1s not self luminous This view 1s rather far fetched For ex-
plaming why vision apprehends only the colour of objects and not their
smell, even though colour and smell are equally inherent in the objects
that are seen, the axd of prakatya (power of mantfestation) 1s mvoked
It 1s said that the visual mechamsm has a power in virtue of which the
knowledge 1t generates has the peculiar property of producing an lfum:
nation with regard to colour alone A simpler explanation, says Muran
Misra, would be to that visual k ledge has merely the power
to apprehend colours and dispense with the notion of pralatye Even
after positing this mystenious prakatya for which there 1s no warrant, 1t
may be asked why prakatya 1s generated in regard to colour and not to
smell The only possible answer would be that visual knowledge has
this special power of producing an illumination 1n colour alone With
the demal of prakatye, the theory that & ledge 1s mferred therefs
falls to the ground.

Nor can 1t be contended that & ledge 1s self 1 For af 1t
15 self luminous 1t must ilumme itself, just as 1t manifests other things,
that 1s to say, 1t will be its own object (vigaya) Since the object
{visaya) 1s considered the cause of perceptual knowledge, this hne of
argument would lead to the self refuting position that knowledge 1s the
cause of itself Therefore, 1t has to be concluded that jnana 1s grasped by

anuvygvesaya (reflection upon experience) This reflection 1s of the
form ‘I know the pot’
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The view defended by the author 1s that jiana 1s Like the lamp which
dispels darkness and reveals objects and does not require for its own
mamfestation another lamp  Smilarly, by 1ts conjunction with ebjects,
jnana reveals objects , but i regard to s own manifestation, Jfiana does
not require another jnana  The objection that since jnana 1s a quality,
1t cannot come mto conjunction with objects 1s not valid, for, as 1t 13
said to be subject to expansion and contraction jfiana must be treated
as a substance When jnana 1s said to be self lJuminous what 1s really
meant 1s that jnana, unlike other objects, does not require for its own
mansfestation, conjunction with another jfiana This may be expressed
m syllogistic form This ynana does not require for its mamfestation any-
thing other than itself, for, like the lamp 1t mamfests objects

5 Isvarenumana bhanga vada

Unless the view that God 1s inferred ( ka) 1s abandoned the
scriptures would fose therr authority On the well known prmciple that
the sastras are valid only with regard to matters lying beyond the scope
of the other pramanas (aprapte fastram arthavat), if God is known
through mference then in respect of God the scriptures are futile It
is not helpful to pomnt out that while reason establishes only the existence
of God the seriptures are y for giving mnfc about those
who attend upon hum (partjana) his dwelling place and so on. For
the scriptures would then be dependent upon reason and cannot contra-
dict its verdiet It 15 only after the existence of God has been establish-
ed by reason that one may proceed to mquire mto His attendants abode
etc Irom the study of the scriptures 'When reason tells us that God 15
endowed with infimte perfections how can the seriptures convey the

te teack that his d abode and so on add to lus glory ?
Nor 1s 1t possihle to chviate this difficulty by saying that while Gods
existence 15 inferred from veason His bewng the matenal cause of the
world 15 learnt only from the seriptures and that m this sense the
scriptures are not robbed of therr usefulness For of so He must act
as the matenal cause of the world ether by bemng endowed with a body
or by remaimng wathout one 2nd either alternative would lead to an
unwelcome result On the former alternative He would become a
samsanin on the latter the view accepted by us, namely ihat God s the
material cause only through His body would have to be abandoned
Thus so long as it 1s not ad d that the teach the
of God they cannot be assigned an intelligible purpose To estabhsh

their prure L it 18 necessary to demolish the view that God 15
anumantka

The mamn argument by which the Nayayika attempts ta
God s custence 15 the following —Like the jar, earth and I:Qher c{:]r ::;
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are effects, because they pomnt to an agent  As the fimte soul 1s mcapa-
ble of producing them, this agent must be a competent maker, that 1s,
God That these objects are effects 13 vouched for both by perception
and by inference The argument takes the following form —Earth and the
like are effects, for, like the jar, they possess parts Agamst this argu-
ment 1t may be urged that the relation between ‘ bemg an effect’ and
* pointing to an agent ' 1s far from bemng umversal and that 1t 1s really de-
pendent upon the accidental feature (upddhi), namely, sakyakmnyatve
( ty for being produced), and that quently the ar 15
Liable to be ct d with vyep ddha

But this objection 1s valueless, because sakyahriyatra, though not
perceptible, 1s yet inferred to exist wherever the sadhana, ‘ being an
effect, 1s present 'Therefore, the argument 1s free from the charge of
vydpyatvisiddha

The futility of the argument advanced by the Narydyika 15 exposed
by showing that when he argues that earth and other objects pomt to an
agent, he must mean by ‘agent’ either the bare self as such or the
self endowed with volitton (yatna) alone or the self endowed with a
vohitton which 1s associated with awahary causes, such as, knowledge
and power On the first alternative his argument becomes vitiated by
the defect of badha, 1n as much as 1t would only establish that the cause
of the world 15 a self devoid of volition and other qualties and not an
Ommpotent Lord A further defect of the argument 1s that the sidhya
15 not present 1n the 1llustrative example cited The second alternative
fares no better , for on this view the self 1s the cause of the world either
in vartue of 1ts bare volition or through the outward actinties in which
the volition expresses itself  If the former 1s correct, there 1s the cld diffi-
culty of the sadhya not being present m the illustrative examples adduc-
ed The mere volition of the potter, for example, would not suffice for
the production of the jar I the latter view 1s advocated, the Naiyayika
would be guilty of contradicting his theory that the tendency of fire to
proceed upwards or that of wind to blow side-ways 1s all due to adrsa

and not to any volition and 1its expression m outward act. Even if 1t be
ranceded far the sabe of argument that a self endowed wth such o val-
tion as expresses itself 1n outward activity 1s the cause of the world all
that the argument could prove 1s that the maker of the cosmos 1s an
intelligent person and not that he 1s omniscient. Vobtion could only
ndicate that its possessor is endowed with intell:igence , 1t need not point
to omniscience  Should 1t be said that since volition takes different forms

ding to the cffects mtended to be produced and i3 dependent on the
knowledge of the particular thing to be produced and that, 1n the case of
the creation of the world, its maker should be all knowing, 1t is rephied

that volition nced not depend upon knowledge Take for example, the
-3
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case of deep sleep; here the effort to live is not dependent upon any
knowledge. The third alternative 1s equally faulty. There 1s no powmnt
1n saymng that the maker of the world 15 a self endowed with volition
found along with knowledge, power and so on which are awaliary
thereto ; because, as pomted out already, volition 1s not necessanly de-
pendent upon knowledge If it be said that, as volition exusts along
with knowledge, knowledge 1s inferred from volition, 1t 15 replied that
by parity of reasoning one should nfer the existence of a body, since
volition is associated with the presence of a body.

Not only this j there are ar ts proving an 17 1
Eg, if earth and other cbjects pomt to an agent at all, that agent must
be an emt d person, an mdividual I ledge which 1s non-

eternal and an ordinary person hike any one of us, and not possessed of
ommiscience.

6 Dehidyatiktitma-yithat ad

That the soul 15 an entity different from the body, senses, mmd
(manas), vital breath (préna) and mtellect (buddhi), that 1t 1s distinct
from the Supreme Soul, that each soul 15 distinet from every other soul,
that 1t 1s an agent (kartd), a knower and the object of self-consciousness
{aham-pratyaya) 1s the hing of this chapter As a prelmmary to
the establishment of this thesis, the Carvaka and the Advaitic concep-
tions of the soul are subjected to a r:gorous examnation

The Cérvaka accepts the view that the soul 1s the object of self-con-
sciousness (cham-pratyaya}, but draws therefrom the conclusion that the
soul 1s 1dentical with the body , for there arses the cogmtion ‘I am a
man’, ‘1 am a deva’ and so on  The soul 15 not to be identified with the
senses , for no one ever gets the cogmtion ‘I am the nose’, or ‘I am the
ear’ Nor st to be equated with the mind (manas), for the mund, being
an instrument of knowledge, cannot also be its agent (kartd) The soul
15 not the vital breath (prana) either, for when vital breath continues to
be active even when the body 1s at rest, there arises the cognition ‘I am
wholly wnactive’ It 1s equally impossible to equate the soul with con-
sciousness (buddhi), for, since jfiEna comes from the root siia (to know),
2 mafarr b sametomg' & e avammpninied and' ot Yo the soud w1y &
existent entity (sddhdrta) Thus by a process of elmination also
1t 13 shown that the soul 1s no other than the body It may be asked :
Does not the cognition ‘This 15 my body* mark off the soul from the
body ? The Carvaka replies that this duiculty 1s not peculiar to hm,
but that the cognition * This 15 my self ! ereates a similar diffieulty for his
opponents also, and that the escape open to them, namely the device of
understanding this proposition 1n a figurative sense, 1s open to lum too
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Though the eclements (bhutas) which compose the body are
severally nsentient, consciousness, the Carvaka argues, may still emerge
from thewr peculiar concatenation It may be hikened to the emergence
of the intoxicating quahty from the mingling of certamn ingredients which
separately do not possess it As mfaney, youth, manhood and so on
are merely different states of the self same body, there 1s nothing im-
prorer m a person mn muddle age r b what he exp dm
mfancy and youth

The Advaitins assert that the <oul 1s an mnner (pratyak) principle
distinct from the body and that 1t 1s not to be confounded wath the
knower To say that the soul 15 pratyak 1s to assert that 1t 1s self lumi-
nous As knowledge alone 15 self-l the soul must be 1dentified
with eit (consciousness) If the soul 1s described as a knower, 1t would
be the possessor of knowledge In other words, 1t would be different
from jfiana If so, the soul would become external (parek), for what-
ever 1s different from jfiana 1s pardk

Some of the outstanding difficulties in the way of the Carvaka
doctrine are the followmng —Or the view which 1dentifies the soul with
the body, esther the body 15 an aggregate of parts or 1t 1s something addi-
tional to the parts that enter mto its composition. In any case conscious-
pess must be admtted to reside m the parts, because 1t 1s well known that
the special qualthes of the whole (aveyavi} are dependent on those of
the parts (aveyava), and because there could be no consciousness m the
aggregate when the parts composing it are devoid of consciousness But
the parts do not possess 1t, for, if they did they would be equated with
the self and there would arse cogmtions such as ‘T am the foot” ‘T am
the hand’ Judgments such as ‘T feel pan 1n the eye’, ‘I have a com-
fortable feeling in the head’ cannot be said to indicate the presence of
consciousness 1n the bodily parts, for they only show that the self ex-
periences pleasure or pain m the regions mentioned Further, if some
part of the body alone possessed consciousness with the loss of that
organ consciousness would be altogether lost If each of the bodily
paris were to possess consciousness there would be several conscious
entities 1n the same body and these would Iike the residents of a wvillage
be constantly warnng with one another For the conscious entity 1s

for ity self r d i

It is untenable to argue that just as the betel leaf, areca nut and Iime,
which do not separately possess redness, yet produce the red colour when
they are chewed together, consciousness may emerge from out of the
factors that constitute the body, even though taken severally these
factors are insentient ‘What really happens 1s the particles of the bete]
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case of deep sleep, here the effort to Live 15 not dependent upon any
knowledge The third alternative 35 equally faulty There 1s no pomt
m saying that the maker of the world 15 a self endowed with velifion
found along with knowledge, power and so on which are awxhary
thereto, because, as pomnted out already, volition 1s not necessanly de-
pendent upon knowledge 1If it be said that, as volition exsts along
with knowledge, knowledge 1s inferred from volition, 1t 1s replied that
by panty of reasoning one should mfer the existence of a body, sincz
volttion 1s associated with the presence of a body

Not only this, there are ar ats proving an opposit Tusion
Eg, if earth and other objects pomt to an agent at all, that agent must
be an embodied person, an mdividual possessing knowledge which 15 non-
eternal and an ordnary person Iike any one of us, and not possessed of
ommiscience

6 Dehadyatiriktatma-yathatmya vada

That the soul 15 an entity different from the body, senses, mund
(manas), vital breath (prana) and intellect (buddhi), that 1t 15 distioct
from the Supreme Soul, that each soul 1s distinet from every other soul,
that 1t 1s an agent (karta), a knower and the object of self-consciousness
{akam pratyaya) 1s the teachng of this chapter As a prelmunary 1o
the establishment of this thesis, the Carvaka and the Advaitic concep-
tions of the soul are subjected to a rigorous examination

The Carvaka accepts the view that the soul 1s the object of self-con-
sciousness {eham-pratyaya), but draws therefrom the conclusion that the
soul 15 identical with the body, for there arses the cognition ‘1 am a
man’,‘Iam adeva and so on  The soul is not to be identified with the
genses , for no one ever gets the cognition [ am the nose’, or I am the
car’ Norisit to be equated with the mund (manas), for the mind, being
an instrument of knowledge, cannot also be its agent (hartd) The soul
is not the vital breath (prana) cither, for when vital breath continucs to
be active even when the body 1s at rest, there anises the cogmtion *1 am
wholly inactive’ It 1s equally impossible to cquate the soul with con-
sciousness (buddhi), for, sinee jnana comes from the root jia (to know),
it refcrs to something to be accompliched and not to the soul which is an
cxistent entity (nddhirta) Thus by a process of climmnation also
it is shown that the soul is no other than the body It may be asked
Docs not the copnition *This 1s my body ' mark off the soul from the
body * The Carvaka replies that this difficulty is not peeuliar to hum,
but that the copnition * This is my sell* creates a similar difficulty for his
opponents alsa, and that the escape open to them namely the desice of
understanding has prope tion in a figurative sense, is open to lum too
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from 1ts vifesanas (qualifications) Take, they say, the judgment ‘ This
1sa cow’ The words “this’ and ¢ cow’ have different reasons of appli-
cation or fications (b pravrit; ta), ¢ this’ stands for a parti-
cular object (vyakt1) and ‘ cow’ for the Jatt, “cow ness’, and they refer
to zn 1dentical object, since jat1 and vyakt are not altogether different
In the judgment ‘This 1s white’, the words ‘this’ and ‘white’ have
different meamings, the first word referring to an object 1 front of the
speaker and the second to whiteness, and both refer to the identical
object, smee guna and gunt cannot be said to be altogether different

A possible objection to this view 1s that i the judgment exammed
the term ‘ cow’, like the word dand: (person wielding a stick), refers to
a vyakti (2 particular ammal possessing  cow-ness’) and not to mere
jat1 (cow-ness), and that, consequently, this equation cannot teach that
vyakt: and jat1 are non-different. ‘The Bhedabheda-vadin meets this
objection by pomnting out that 33t 1s nowhere found separately from the
vyakt: 1n the manner m whch the stick 1s found i 1solation from the
person wielding 1f, and that the word “cow’ does not denote an entity
possessing cow-ness Further, if vyakti and jati were different, they
must Iike the stick and its possessor, be known i 1solation from each

other But as they are not apprehended separately, they must be 1den-
tical

Moreover, since two objects having different shapes cannot occupy
the same place, the whole (avayav:) and part (avayava) residing in the
same region must be und d to be diff The Bhedabhed.
vadm claims that on the basis of the doctrine of simultaneous difference
and non-difference 1t 15 easy to assign an mtelligible meamng to the upa-
misadic passages equating Brahman with man and materal nature

Briefly stated, the advaitic position 1s this—A statement of co-ordi-
nation 1s meapable of expressing the fact of one thing possessmng several
attnbutes (visesanas), on the other hand 1t aims at teachmg the bare
existence of an wdivisible whole of reality (akhandasverupa) It cannot
signify the quahfications alone, for in that case the qualifications bemng
numerous, the belief that the statement refers to a single object must be
abandoned Nor can it refer to an object possessing visesanas  Since 1t
15 the very nature of a visesana to mark off or distinginsh one object
from another, the several hifi must daff 1ate the objects
qualified by them And, as a consequence the view that the statement
expresses one object must be given up Hence 1t follows that a state-
ment of co-ordination refers to a partless whole of reality

If the refers to akhand: upa what b of that
part of the defi of samanadhik which msists that the differ-
entiated words must have their ? The Advait
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leat the nut and hme first acqure the red colour on account of the heat
engendered m the act of chewing Thus the red colour i the effect s
accounted for by the causes themselves acquirmg 1t It cannot therefore
be mamtamed that a property not present m the causal factors severally
may well emerge when they combine together 1 certam special ways

Besides 1f this matenalistie doctrine were true all religious duties
such as yege (sacrifice) and dana (gft) performed for the sake of
rewards to be reaped after bodily death would be labour wholly lost
and the sastras presenbmg such duties would become meanngless

In refutation of the Advaitic doctrine the author pomts out that
knowledge cannot be the self because the judgment ‘I know’ clearly
shows that knowledge 1s an attribute of ‘I’ rather than the self itself
Agam, knowledree 15 well known to have a begmning and an end and
it cannot therefore be rdentified with the eterns) self  The real meaning
of pratyak 1s not ‘bemng self lummous as the Advatns contend but
‘ shining forth for the sake of oneself  As jnana shines forth for the
sake of the self and not for its own sake 1t must with pots and other
objeets be treated as paral 'The self alone can be said to shime for
s own sake Therefore 1t alone 1s pratyak Agan f the sastras
vhich preserbe several duties for the realisation of different bemefits
are not to be robbed of therr meaning the soul must be admitted to be
an agent and an enjoyer Kartrtva (beng an agent) and bhoktrtva

(being an enjoyer) cannot be explained away as being due to Limiting
conditions.

7 Samanadhikarenya vads

For a proper understanding of Vedantic passages such as *satyam

1naf‘mm anantam Brahma it 15 essential that the true nature of sama

anya (the ical d of words in a sentence)

must be grasped at the very outset Consequently the author tahes up

for consideration the defini o dhil la:d down by the
y

frammanans examines the interpretations put on 1t by the Bhedabheda

vadins and Advautins and in the end establishy h
correct interpretation es what he considers the

Samanadhikaranya 1s defined by the prammarians as follows
Words 1 2 ing different pravytts mmitta (reasons of application or signi
feat ons) but referning to an identica) object {1e words having connota
tional d flerence an1 derotationa! identity) may be gud to stand in
the relaten of « m n dhikarinya  The Bhedubhedavading behes e that
A is def it an ascc rds beet only with the £ own fundamental philosophical
treed—the doctrine that a «ubetance is different and sot :on.dlﬂ)?crcn!
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brushes aside this difficulty by saying that this part of the defimtion 15
merely intended to exclude tautalogous statements hke ‘The jar 15 2
pot’ It 15 unnecessary, he contends, that the words should convey
different mreanmngs within the given statement It 1s enough if they are
already understood elswhere fo have different connotations Therefore
vedic texts such as * satyam jfianam anantam Brahma’ must be taken to
teach the exstence of an indivisible, featureless (mirguna) Brahman,
rather than a Brahman possessing qualities

The mamn counts in the mdictment aganst the Bhedabheda-vadin
are—(1) Since bheda and abhede which respectively take on a positive
and a negative expression ‘This 1s x* and *This 1s not x’, are contradic-
tory features they cannot be attributed to the selfsame object (u) It1s
unreasonable to contend that for the reason that jats and vyakt: are not
observed ceparately from each other, the term cow does not denote an
animal possessing cow ness  For n order that anything may be treated as
a visesana 1t 1s not essential that 1t should be observed separately or that
1t should kave a shape of its own different from that of the object which
it qualifies When the visesana 1s known to have an independent exist+
ence and 1s found to qualify an object only occasionally the suffix matup
15 added to the word denoting this visesana  But when the visesana has
1o independent existence of 1ts own and 1s always found along with the
thing which it qualifies there is no need of that suffix Therefore in the
statement ‘ This 15 a cow * the term ‘ cow’ may quite well signify at ani-
mal possessing the visesana ‘cow ness’ () The belief that the imarn-
able presentation of jati and vy 1kt1 together points to thetr non difference

(abheda) 1s erroncous  for the very fact of their unuversal concomitance
would only establish their separateness (1v) For the simple reason that
there is no warrant for positing a whole {avayard) over and above the
parts (arayata) the argument that <ince the whole and part occupy the
same area they must be at once different and non-different is unsustaina

ble  These considerations suffice to show that the attempt to interpret

the definition of samanadhikaranya from the standpomt of Bhedabheda is
thoroughly unconincing

The Advaitic interpretation of simAnadhikarinya Jaksana also
Inbours under great difficulties  For ong thing on the view that the
different words eo-ordinated do not refer 16 the relation of set ernl nttri
butes to the unitany reality but signify only the thinp itself any one
ward out of the group would suffice and there would be no sense in em-
ployine e eral words  Again of the two requirements mentioned in the
*n! nidhikarny 1 Bbena—(1) that the words should have different

senifantions and (2) hould refer to an identieal objeet—Iit I« not known
why t} e advaitin accepts the recond an 1 slurs oy er the first
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Nor 1s 1t reasonable to contend that if the several co-ordimnated words
refer to different visesanas, they would mark off the wisesyas (things
qualified by them) from one another For only contradictory qualities
{eg having crumpled horns and having straight horns) which cannot
reside together in the selfsame object dufferentiate their visesyas But
where the different qualittes are not opposed to one another, but may
well exist together in the same object, there 1s no danger of thewr
pomtmg to different objects Take for example the proposition ‘ Deva-
datta 1s dark-complexioned, young, red eyed, not stupid, not poor, of
wrreproachable character’ There 1 nothing contradictory i the seve-
ral attributes bemng present m a single indinndual Thus co-ordination
expresses the fact of one thing bemg characterised by several attributes
The upamsadic text *satyam jfianam anantam Braluna’ must be inter-
preted to teach that the umtary realhty, Brahman, 1s characterised by
several attmbutes, and not to assert that Brahman 1s mrguna (without
qualities)

After a critical consideration of the views of the Bhedabheda-vadin
and Advaitin, the author sets forth what he considers to be the proper
wnterpretation of samanadhikaranya laksana Different words may stand
in the relation of co-ordination, if there are different reasons for thewr
application and if they refer to one and the same object 'The first part
of this defimtion aims at showmg that there can be no co-ordmation
between synonyms like ‘ pot’ and ‘jar’, because the reason for applymng
the term ‘pot”’ to an object 1s not different from that prompting the use
of the word ‘jar’ The second part serves to pomt out that there can
be no co-ordination between words referring to wholly dufferent objects,
eg, pot and cloth It rules out such meaningless co-ordinations as ‘ The
pot 1s cloth’

8 Sat-karya vada

The problem of causality which has evoked very keen controversy
1s next tackled The Nyaya-Vasesika view of causality known as esat-
karya vade (the view that the effect has no existence before 1t 1s brought
nto t but afresh) 1s sut d to a ting criti-
casm and sat harya-vada (the doctrine that the effect pre-exysts m its
cause i a latent form) established

Asat karya-vada teaches that the cause and effect are wholly dis-
parate  Of the several arguments advanced 1n support of this thes:s one
15 that the cause and the effect give nise to altogether distinct cogmutions
(buddhs) If the cause and the effect were different names for what 15
substantially the same, the cogmtion of any one of them must mean the
cogmution of the other But, as a matter of fact, their cogmhons are quite
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different  The cause and the effect are referred to by different words
(sabda). Their number vaxies, eg, the threads are many, but the cloth
1s one  'They serve different purposes, e g, threads are serviceable for
producing cloth, while the cloth 1s useful for wearing They l_lave duf
ferent forms (akdra) and exist at different mnstants of time (kala), the
cause (e g threads) 1s an earler oceurrence ; but the effect (eg cloth)
15 a subsequent event They arse from different causes, eg threads
have cotton for thewr cause, wiile the cloth has threads as its cause

A second argument 1s that 1f the effect pre-exists 1n the cause, there
will be no need to admit several factors conducive to the production of

the effect 1f, for example, the cloth exists in the threads, the weaver
would have no function

A third reason s that if effects do not come mto bemg but always
prefigure 1n their causes, there will be no basis for the familiar distinetion
between things eternal and thungs non-eternal The Nawdyika
that there 1s no force 1n the objection that differences of buddh, sakda,
and so on existing between the cause and the effect do mot
.ndicate that they are altogether distnct, but only show
that such differences arise only from the different states (avasthas}

d by what 1s sub ily the same entity For the opponent
must say esther that a given avastha 1s present in both the cause and the
effect, or that 1t 15 present n the one or the other, there bemng no fixity
11 regard fo this matter, or that 1t 1s present as a defimte rule m one of
them On the first alternative, the identical state wail exist m both,
and cannot, therefore, account for differences m jfiana, sabda, etc  On
the next alternative, karanavastha may as well be found i the effect
and the karyavastha 1n the cause, and there will thus, be no basis for
the differences 1 question On the last alternative, kiranavastha will
always be met with only i the cause and the karyavastha i the effect ,
and hence there would be no warrant for asserting the substantial 1den-
tty of cause and effect To say that they are one would amount, 1t 15

alleged, to attnbuting contradictory qualities (karanavasthe and karyé-
vastha) to the self-same object

In reply to the Nyaya arguments 1t 1s first urged that the Natyayika
assumes 3t as a self-evident fact that we have two wholly different cog-
mutions about cause and effect, and that, on the strength of this gratwitous
assumption, he argues that they are different Thas argument falls to the
ground when 1t 15 shown that we do not get two wholly distmct cogni-
tions about them, but usually experience them as bemng non-different
We often remark * what was once a Iump of clay has now become this
pot”, “what was formerly a bundle of threads has now become this
<loth” This co-ordination of cause and effect and the fact that no one
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we are said to affirm the presence therem of a generic feature called
gotva (cow-ness), a feature present m all cows, whatever be their colout,
stature and the like, and absent m all anmimals other than the cow
(gavétara)

A person percewving an ammal for the first time, eg an elephant,
tells hus friend, “ Look here ! thus 1s a strange amumal ” Though the latter
has not seen this particular elephant before, he rephes, on the strength
of lus k ledge of other elept “Why, there 1s nothing strange
1m this, 1t 15 an elephant and I have seen this hefore” This reply 15 mtel-
ligible, we are told, only on the view that he 1s acquamted with elephant-
ness as a jat1 distinet from the vyaktis wherein if 15 present

On meeting several mstances of a class, eg cows, a person remarks
“Thus 15 a cow’, * That 1s a cow’, * That other 15 a cow” and s0 forth
The rse of such a cognition can be explamed, 1t 35 said, only on the
hypothests that he recognises ‘cow ness’ (gotve) as being present
each of these mstances If, however, he does not notice ‘ cow-ness’ 10
the different particulars and has merely Iearnt that a given wyakt
(object) 15 a cow, he will not be i a position to say ‘ That also 15 2
cow?, “That other also 15 2 cow’, and so on A possible objection 1s
that 1n order 1o accotnt for this cogmtion it 15 unnecessary to posit the
category of jati and that the upadhi (same adventitious feature which
does not amount to a jatt) would quite suffice Eg to say X, ¥ Zand
50 on are cooks it 15 needless to posit a jati called pacakatve These
persons could be treated as formng a class merely with the aid of the
upadhy, namely, ‘engaged m cooking’ This objection 1s lackmg
1 force because, so long 4s the copcept of jati existing m dravya (sub-
stance), gune (qualty), and karma (action) 15 not admutted, the
upadh: (2dventitious circumstance) alone would be incapable of brmg
g together several particulars under a common head Taking the
very example adduced by the objector 1t could be shown that the act of
cocking could not bring together all persons engaged mn this act mto 1
single class, until the jati of pakatva 1s admutted to exist m the several
acts of cooking  Therefore 1t must be concluded that terms, such as cow

and horse, are employed for the reason (praprtt: numifta) that 1n
the objects in quesbon cow-ness’ horse-ness’ and the like are present
It cannot be contended that the reasons for employing these words 15 the
of certam forms (. hana) in the objects For
thus view would 1nply that the samsthana 1s erther one or many  If the
former, samsthana would merely be jat1 under a different name, and the
dispute would centre round the name alone If the latter, there would
be a plurality of reasons for employing the same word (pravrtt numtta-
bheda) Thus esther alternative leads to an unwelcome result To
obviate this dfficulty if 1t is sud that any one of the several sams-
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thanas constitutes the pravrttt numitta, then, the position 1s hable to be
charged with 1yabhicara dosa  For, taking each one of the samsthanas
at could be shown that 1n 1ts absence the name could still be employed

The Nayayika further urges that the very possibihty of inference
would be jeopardised 1if jat: 1s not accepted For the vyipti (umversal
relation) which 1s the very bams of inference 1s not the statement of
relation between one particular and another, but an expression of um-
versal connection between two sets of particulars, each set having same
common property (jati)

An exammation of the way in which children learn the fi
of words from the commands of elderly persons 1s said to reveal the fact
that chuldren come by concepts (jah) by the abstraction of particular
features and the fixing up of common quahties

‘The siddhantin 15 of opimron that jatr or samdnye 1s closely smmlar
samsthana Samanya hterally means *the nature shared in common
by sumlar objects® (samananam bhavassamany am), 1t denotes the nature
of objects corung under a common group Smee it 1s possible
to account for the cogmtion  This 15 2 cow” * That 1s a cow? ¢ That other
15 also a cow’, with the aid of the closely sumlar feature present in seve-
ral vyaktis, a 3dts distinet from samsthana need not be posited Even
those who hold jat: to be somethmg distinct, admit that there 1s such a
thing as form.

When samsthana 1s said to conshtute the prevrtt: mimutta of a word
what 15 really meant 1s this At the time the second, third or subse-
quent 1nstance of a class 15 percerved there 15, m addition to the aware-
ness of the samsthana of that vyakts, the recollection of closely suniar
mstances percewved before and their samsthinas ‘The samsthina
percetved together with those recalled conshtutes the pravrth-
mmitta Any one of these taken 1n 1solation cannot serve as a pravrtti-
mmtta Hence, the charge that there would be a plurality of pravrtt-
mmttas for each word falls to the ground Since objects belonging to
different classes (eg go and gareya. or cat and hger) may exln-

bit structural sumlanty, 1t will not do to say that having a sumlar
samsthana is the pravrith mmitta of a word Hence the msistence
on ‘ very close sumlanty in structure’ Otherwise, there 1s the danger
of muung up objects resembling one another only remately That the
samsthina of different classes of objects admits of several degrees of
smmlanity has to be accepted by those who believe jats to be a distnct
category , otherwise they cannot satisfactorily explamn why, for exam-
ple, gotra 1s not present mn the gnrayae m/
By samsthina 15 meant the peculiar or distinctive structure \
pattern of anything In the case of objects endowed with form, the con-
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we are said to affirm the presence therem of a generic feature called
gotva (cow-ness), a feature present n all cows, whatever be their eolotrr,
stature and the like, and absent in all anumals other than the cow
(gavétara)

A person percerving an anunal for the first time, eg an elephant,
tells hus fmend, “ Look here ! this 1s a strange aumal” Though the latter
has not seen this particular elephant before, he replies, on the strength
of us knowledge of other elephants, “ Why, there 1s nothing strange
1 thus, 1615 an elephant and I have seen thus before * This xeply 15 wntel-
Iigible, we are told, only on the view that he 1s acquamnted with elephant-
ness as a jat1 distinct from the vyaktis wheremn 1t 1s present.

On meeting several instances of a class, eg cows, a person remarks
“This 1s a cow’, *That 15 a cow’, * That other 1s a cow’ and so forth
The nse of such a cognition can be explamned, 1t 1s said, only on the
hypothesis that he recognises ‘ cow ness’ (gotva) as bemg present m
each of these mstances If, however, he does not notice ‘ cow-ness '
the duferent particulars and has merely learnt that a given vyalcts
(object) 35 a cow, he wall not ke m a position to say ¢ That also 15 2
cow’, *That other also 1s a cow’, and so on A possible objection 18
that 1n order to account for this cogmition 1t 1s unnecessary to posi the
category of jatz and that the upadhi (same adventitious feature which
does not amount to a jatz) would quite suffice Eg tosay X, Y, Z and
so on are cooks 1t 15 needless to posit a jat called pacakatva These
persons could be treated as forring a class merely with the aid of the
upadhi, namely, ‘engaged 1 cooking Thiz objection s lacking
1 force, because so long as the concept of jah existing m dravyz (sub
stance), guna (quality), and kearmae (action) 1s mot admitted, the
upadht (advenhitious circumstance) alone would be incapable of bring-
mg fogether several particulars under a common head Takmg the
very example adduced by the objector 1t could be shown that the act of
cooking could not bring together all persons engaged m this act mto a
single class, until the jat1 of pakatva 18 admutted to exist m the several
acts of cooking  Therefore 1t must be concluded that terms such as cow
and horse, are employed for the reason (pravrttimumtts) that mn
the objects in question cow ness’ horse-ness’ and the bke are present
It cannot be contended that the reasons for employing these words 1s the
presence of certain appropriate forms (samsthana) in the objects For
this view would imply that the samsthana 1s either one or many If the
former, samsthana would merely be jat under a different name, and the
dispute would centre round the name alone If the latter, there would
be a plurality of reasons for employing the same word (pravrttnumitta-
bheda) Thus either alternative leads to an unwelcome result To
obwate this difficulty 1f 1t 15 said that any one of the several sams-
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thanas constitutes the pravrttt mmiita, then, the position 15 hiable to be
charged with vyabhicara dose For, taking each one of the samsthanas
1t could be shown that mn 1ts absence the name could still be employed

The Naiyayika further urges that the very possibility of mnference
would be jeopardised if jatz 15 not accepted For the vyapti (universal
relation) which 1s the very basis of inference 1s not the statement of
relation between one particular and another, but an expression of uni-
versal connection between two sets of particulars, each set having same
common property (jati)

An examination of the way m which children learn the sigmficance
of words from the commands of elderly persons 1s said to reveal the fact
that children come by concepts (jati) by the abstraction of particula~
features and the fixing up of common quahties

The siddhintin 1s of opimon that 3dt: or samanya 1s closely simlar
samsthana Samanya Iiterally means *the nature shared in common
by similar objects’ (; bt am}, 1t denotes the nature
of objects coming under a common group Since 1t 15 possble
to account for the cogmtion ‘ This 1s 2 cow’ * That 1s a cow’ * That other
1s also a cow’, with the aid of the closely simular feature present 1n seve-
ral vyaktss, a jatr distinct from samsthina need not be posited Even
those who hold jat: to be somethmg distinct, admit that there 15 such a
thing as form

‘When T 1s said to the pravrtt: numatta of a word
what 1s really meant is this At the time the second, third or subse-
quent wnstance of a class 1s percewved, there 1s, 1n addition to the aware-
ness of the samsthane of that vyaktt the recollection of closely similar
nstances perceived before and their 1 The tha
percewved together with those recalled constitutes the pravrtti-
mmutta Any one of these taken in 1solation cannot serve as a pravriis-
mmtta Hence, the charge that there would be a plurality of pravrtti-
mmttas for each word falls to the ground Since objects belonging to
differend classes feog g0 and gonays, or cat and hger) may evhe
bit structural similanity 1t will not do to say that having a similar
samsthana 1s the pravntti umitta of a word Hence the mnsistence
on ‘very close sumilanty in structure’ Otherwise, there 1s the danger
of mixing up objects resembling one another only remotely 'That the
samsthina of different classes of cbjects admuts of several degrees of
similanity has to be accepted by those who believe jatt to be a distinct
category , otherwise they cannot satisfactonly explain why, for exam-
ple, gotra 1s not present n the gataya

By samsthina is meant the peculiar or distinctive structure o{
pattern of anything In the case of objects endowed with form, the con~
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junction of the several e t parts constitutes the i Eg
the collection of the dewlap 1s the samsthana of the cow But m the
case of formless entities therr peculiar properties (asadharana dharma),
which mark them off from other things constitute the samsthana Eg,
jymana and other qualities of the soul form its samsthana

The doctrine 1dentfying sama? yo with samsthana has not only the
merit of economy of thought {laghava) but has also the support of the
scriptures  The famous Chandogya text eka vinanena sarva vyna
nam’ teaching sat karya vada shows unambiguously that effects €g,
pots cups plates and so forth are in substance one with their cause
namely clay ‘The underlying substance being umtary the plurality of
bases required for positing jat1 does not exist Hence 1t 15 concluded that
samanya and samsthana are 1dentical

10 Saktr Vada

The tenth chapter takes up the question whether sakty (potenhahty)
should be Tecogmsed or not and answers 1t 1n the affirmative after refut
ing the Nyaya Vasesitka arguments m favour of the opposite view In
thus regard the Visistadvartn 1s at one with the Bhattas and the Prabha

karas The Nyaya demal of sakti as a separate entity 15 marmly based
on the following considerations

1 The absence of the effect when apparently all the causal factors
are present 15 explicable 1t 15 sometimes smd only on the hypothesis
hat the sakti present 1n the cause 1s rendered moperative by counter
agents (pratibandhaka) Rather than posting a Sakt and saying that
3t 18 counter acted by impediments 1t would be more reasonable says
the Nyaya Vitesika to trace the absence of the effect to the absence of
one of the elements constituting the full complement of causal factors
(karana samagr) The absence of counteracting circumstances (pratt
bandhakabhava) 18 an essential factor included 1n the totality of causal
condittons Henee 1n 1its absence (1e when counter acting forces pre-
vail) the effect cannot occur  The mere presence of fire for example
does not suffice to account for burning  There 1s need of the negative
factor namely the absence of counter agents 'That is why in the pre
~ence of mam (a gem which 1s fire-proof) fire fails to burn objects

2 'The believer in fakti as a distinct category cannot give a con
sictent account of its onimin - For when counter acting errcumstances
destroy %kt it 1s possible to revive it with the aid of the uttambaka
(factors that could overnide the counter-agents) In such a situation he
must treat the uttambaka os the cause of fakti But when both the
prat Fandhaka and the uttambaka are absent he must mantan that the
yery thine wh ch cruses an object also generates its fakti
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Since the effect may quite well occur even in the presence of the

pratibandhaka prowided itis d with the uttambeke the negative
condition may be expressed 1n more comprehensive terms as follows
The ab of the prahbandhaka which 1s not associated with the
baka (i 11111 isista bandhakabhava)

This view of sakt: 15 subjected to severe scrutiny and 1t 1s first
ponted out that the negative factor *ab: of the pratibandhaka’
cannot be mcluded among the causal conditions for 1t will be shown
presently that sigmficant negation 1s never purely negative but always
carries a posiive mmport Agamn i the ab of the bandhak
15 2n essential causal factor 1t must with consistency be mantamed that
the absence of the person who could apply the pratibandhaka 1s also a
causal conditior  for equally with the pratithandhaka the person bring
mng 1t mto operation prevents the occurrence of the effect Not only
that but the utfambaka afso must be 1neluded mn the cause for 1t over
rules the pratibandhaka and facilitates the occurrence of the effect If
1t 15 saxd that it cannot be a causal factor because it 1s not mvanable
(1e 1n 1ts absence too the effect occurs on the strength of the ahsence
of the pratibandhaka) the answer 1s that the effect produced by the
uttambaka and that produced by the ab of the pratthandhaka are
distinet from each other even as the fire generated by rubbing aram
sticks must be dishinguished fram that produced by man: (the lens) or
straw Thus there are difficulties 1 including a negative cir
among the causal factors

Secondly 1if a negative circumstance must be treated as a cause when
there are alternate causes for the same effect (when arani sticks or
mant (lens) or trna (straw) can produce fire) nstead of admitting
differences m the effects produced by them you mught as well account
for the fire arising from any of these causes by the single negative formula
namely ‘the ab: of the of mam hfied by the
absence of arani and trna’

1f the causal factor 15 expressed i ﬁus negative fashion when a vost

P3 1,

tive

mferences such a5
the wnference of smoke from fire would Fe upset and 1t would be impos-
sible to mfer causes from a consideration of effects 'The pomnt of the
entrcism could be brought out with the aid of the following lfustration
While common sense thinks that fire 1s the cause of smoke 1t 1s ‘the
absence of the non-existence of fire qualified m a speaific way  If the
Naiyayika 1s ight smoke must be mferred even when fire 15 absent for
when there 15 bh this causal d 1s fulfilled (1e there s
the absence of the non-existence of fire thus qualified) And if smoke
could anse even m the absence of fire the every day inference of fire
from smoke would fall to the ground Hence 1t has to be concluded
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that only positive entities endowed with potency can be treated as
causes 'The tendency to make an object of this sakt: must be resisted
Each object has a two fold aspect—a perceptible and an 1mperceptible
(latent) aspect Sakt: 15 to be 1dentified with the latter aspect

11 Bhavintarabhave veda

In this chapter the Nyaya conception of abhava (non-exr.stencéfi,
negation) 1s enticised and the view that abhiva 1s not distinet from, an
1s merely a vanety of, bhava (existence, affirmation) 1 upheld The

firvapak says non existence 15 relatve m 1ts concepiton Negatton
15 of something or other, and never absolute nothing (sunya), which 15
merely a meanmgless concept  One may speak of the non-existence of a
jar ot cloth, but never of mere non existence Again, non-existence 15
expressible by negative judgments mvolving the use of the negative
particle na  But the 1dea of existence 15 conveyed by affirmative judg-
ments, and 1t does not presuppose a protyogil (counter-correlative)
How, 1t 15 asked, can non existence with 1ts dependence upon the pratts

yogin be treated as being on a par with bhave which does not presup-
pose the pratwogin ?

If the objector says that the expresion nastr (does not exist) does
not purport to convey the idea of non-existence but really amms at de-
noting the presence of an upadh: (something positive), he must explam
what precisely that upadhi s Is it the bare region (dest), or its aware-
ness, or bare time, or space in association with tne ?  On the first alter-
native, as the regon (eg bhutale) exists even m the presence of the
pratiyogin (eg the jar), one must speak of the object as non existent
Should 1t be said that mention of non existence arises only when the
pratjogin 13 absent 1t may be replied that so long as the concept of
abhava 15 not adrutted, there 15 no basts for speaking of pratiyogin at
all In fact, it 15 only from negative statements, such as ‘ There 15 no
jar on the ground”, * Thus 15 not a cloth * that we come to speak of the jar
or the cloth as the pratiyogin 1t 1s no argument to say that an object
comes to be regarded as a pratiyogin, not because of ats non existence,
but because it 15 not ad , for “not ad, ’ Futa) atself
wvolves a negative element  Thus the concept of non-exastence 1s in-
escapable  The objector might still argue that an object could be treated
as a pratiyogin, not because it is asannihitg {not close by}, but because
itis in contact with a different region  This attempt to explamn the prati-
wogin on a purely positive batis wathout referring to abhdre at all, is
futile, beeause, if contact with a different region suffices to make any-

thing a pratiyogin, then all pervasive substances such as akasa would
come to be treated as the prattyogin  In other words §f the existence of
the jar elsewh

the jud ‘There is no jar on this spot’s
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the contact of @kdsa with a different region should lead to the judgment
‘There 1s no akasa here’ The second alternative which identifies the
upadh: with cognition of space fares mo better, for cogmtion, bemg
momentary, cannot be regarded as non- b sy

on all hands that reciprocal non-existence (anyonyabhiva) is eternal
Nor can the expression nast: denote kala (time), for ime betng present
umwversally 1n an 1dentieal form there would be no point i the negative

ref to the t of bare durat:

The last alternative which says that nast: denotes space assoctated
with time 15 open to all the objections to which the first and second alter-
natives are hable As the expression néist: cannot be said to refer only
to some upadhs, be 1t desa or kale or both, and as 1t 1s open to percep-
tion 1t must be recognised, say the Natyayikas, that abh@va 1s a distinet
category

In disproof of this theory the author first urges that 1t 15 hable to be
charged with the defect of multiplying entities As the negative
Judgment may well be said to refer to particular spaces, mnstants of tume
and states d with the of the pr it s dl
to posit abhiva as a separate category He who accepts abhava
as a different category thinks that mon-existence relates to a parti-
cular place and ttme For the sake of economy of thought the sd-
dhantin considers the very place and tume as the sigmficance of the nega-
twive Judgment Agam, if the siddhantin 1s gulty of treating what 1
negative as though 1t were positive, the opponent 15 equally gulty of the
same mustake Does he not say that abhdvabhave (the negation of a
negation) 1s postive ? Even as the Naiyiyika does not treat dhvamsa-
pragabhave as another kind of non-existence different from the four
varieties already admitted and tries to show that it amounts only to the
existence of the jar or 1its posterior non-existence, and just as he does
not treat pragabhava-dvamse (the sub non of post:
non-existence) as bemng other than the jar or its subsequent non-

even so the siddha says that the posterior non-existence of
the pot ts to the ding series of p states, and suf
non-existence 1s merely the unending sertes of successive states  If 1t be
said that the Naiyayika draws the line at these four vareties and refuses
to admit further kinds of abhava only for fear of bemng landed mnan
mnfinite regress, 1t could be saxd that 1t would be more sensible not to
admit a few vareties and refuse to go further Hence 1t 1s but reason-
able to mamtam that prigabhava 1s only another name for the unending
series of p: states, and dh as the name for the unending
series of subsequent states If this theory 1s borne in mund, the scrip-
tural passage “In the beginnmg this was non-existent (asat)” could be
assigned 1its primary meamng
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The view advocated here 1s that 1t 15 a single defimtion, for each
of these three parts of the definition, taken 1n itself 1s found to be defec-
tive 1 some respect or other Take the first defimmtion which asserts
that any substance can be treated as a body if 1t 1s capable of beng
controlled by a conscious entity in regard to actwvities which 1t can per-
form This defimtion 15 hable to be charged with the defect of bemg
too broad (atwyapt) If this defimition were acceptable, the axe would
have to be regarded as the body of the person wieldmng 1t, since 1t ful-
fils the requirements of this defimtion  On ngorous scrutiny, the other
two defimitions are likewsse found to be severally defective Hence, 1t
follows that adheyatva, mdheyatva and sesatva are all essential elements
1 the defimition of the body  That this 1s so would follow from a close
study of the celebrated Antaryanu Brahmana where the doctrine that
the universe 1s the body of God 1s clearly £ lated Take for
the Brhadaranyake text  “He who stands mn the earth (prthvi), who
15 within the earth, whom the earth does mot know, whose body the
earth 1s and who controls 1t from within—He 1s thy Self, the Inner Con-
troller, the Immortal ” Here the expression “He who stands mn the
earth and who 1s within the earth” teaches adheyatva By suggesting
that ‘ the earth does not know Him’ (1 e , does not know that 1t exists
for the sake of the Indweller), sesatva 1s 1nd d “Who controlls from
within’ emphasises vidheyatva

13 Kawalya-vicara.

Is 1t at all possible for the soul whose intrinsic nature 1s to be self-
luminous (svaprakase) to be entangled m samsara ? What precisely 1s
the nature of kamwalya ? These are the two questions raised m this
chapter Those who object to our view may argue that the soul (atman)

15, 1n its essential nature, blissful (; ) and self-l
(svaprukasa), and that there 1s therefore no possibility of its ever bemng
d 1 the of earthly t They mght also consider

1t impossible that when the blissful nature of the self 1s clouded, 1t should
come to be implicated 1 matter For, they may ask, “ Wil not the
obscuration of the nature of the self-lummous entity amount to its
destruction (svarupanase) ? How could the Visistadvaitin object to the
advaitic view and say that if maye were to cloud dtmar, the latter would
be destroyed thereby , when the same objection would apply with equal
force to lus own contention 7
The author’s reply to this objection 1s that on the advaitic conception
dtma‘n 1s a mrvisesa vastu, pure consciousness, and, hence, with the
of this s very nature 1s in danger of bemng
destroyed , but that, on the visistadvaitic theory, the dtman 15 savisesa
(endowed with qualities) Among other things its essential nature, viz.,
Jfana, 1s the most agreeable kind (enukula) This enuliilye admts
of several degrees, and 1s always present 1n some degree, however shight.

Hence the soul does not run the rish of bemng destroyed. When anukulya
N~S
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12 Serwa-laksane-vada

The most promment ameng the doctrmes that differentiate
Visistadvarta Vedanta from all other schools of Vedantie thought 15 113
view that the entire cosmos comprising souls and matter constitutes Lb;
body (sarira) of Brak For und dmg the exact sigmficance o
this deseription of the cosmos 1t 15 necessary to Jmow what preclsely 18
meant by the term sanre (body) In the Sr: Bhasya the body 1s defin-
ed as follows—"that substance which, i respect of the actt-
vities m which 1t can engage, 15 capable of being completely
controlled and supported by a conscious entity, and whose nature
consists 1 being a source of glomfication to that conscious entity 15 the
body of that conscious entity” The question raised in this chapter 15.
Is this a single defimtion, or 2 collection of three defimtions ?

The purvapaksin prefers the latter alternmative, because he thinks
that the three pomts mentioned 1n the defimtion dharyatva, mayentrivd
and sesatva are not at once necessary, and that any one of them suffices
for maling anything a body He thinks that 1t can be resolved nto the
following three defimtions—(1) That substance which, respect of
the actvities m which 1t can engage, 15 capahble of being controlled by 2
conscious entity, 15 the body of that conseious entity (u) That sub-
stance which 15 supported by a conscious entity 1s the body of the latter

(1) That substance whose nature consists m bemng a soutce of glorfica-
tion to that conscious entity 1s the body of the latter A close examuna-
tion of these alternative definitions reveals that each word therem has 2
defimite function to fulfil and none 1s superfluous Take the first defini-
ton. But for the word ( 2

{(attnbutive consciousness) would have
the soul For dharmabh it

entity), dharmabh
to be regarded as the body of

s lled by the soul i itself, and
not by the soul endowed with consciousness The term dravye (sub-

stance) clearly shows that all other categores, such as attribute (guna)s
and actinty (karma), cannot be treated as bodies From the qualifica-
tion sarvitmana (always), 1t follows that the body of another, which &
person may occasionally control, cannot be treated as his own body
The expression svarthe, meamung n respect of the activities 1 which
1t can engage, shows that the body cannot be controlled m regard to act-
wities which lie beyond 1ts powers  The human body, for imstance, can-
not be expected to fly * Capable of being controlled ® (sakyam) suggests

that the control need not always be exercised. In the second defimtion,
the term sarvatmand (always;

) precludes the possibility of our treatng
anything as the body which we may 1y support larly, i
the last deft the word sar serves to exclude the possibility
of our freating servants and others, who occasionally munis

unto thewr
master, as body v ter




INTRODUCTION xoun

The view advocated here 1s that 1t 15 a smgle defimtion, for each
of these three parts of the defimtion, taken 1n itself 1s found to be defec-
tive m some respect or other Take the first defimtion which asserts
that any substance can be treated as a body if 1t 15 capable of bemg
controlled by a conscious entity 1n regard to activities whech 1t can per-
form This defimtion 1s hable to be charged with the defect of being
too broad (atwyapt) If this defimtion were acceptable, the axe would
have to be regarded as the body of the person wielding 1t, since 1t ful-
fils the requirements of this defimtion  On migorous scrutmy, the other
two defimtions are likewsse found to be severally defective Hence, it
follows that adheyatva, mdheyatva and sesetve are all essential elements
1 the definition of the body  That this 1s so would follow from a close
study of the celebrated Antaryam: Brah where the doctrine thai
the umverse 1s the body of God 1s clearly f Jated Take for 1
the Brhadarenyake text * He who stands in the earth (prthv:), who
&s within the earth, whom the earth does not know, whose body the
earth 1s and who controls 1t from withim—He 1s thy Self, the Inner Con-
troller, the Immortal * Here the expression “He who stands in the
earth and who 1s within the earth * teaches adheyatva By suggesting
that ‘ the earth does not know Him’ (1 e , does not know that 1t exists
for the sake of the Indweller), sesatva 1s mnd d  “Who controlls from
within’ emphasises 1ndheyatve

13  Kawalya vicdre.

Isaf at all possible for the soul whose intrinsic nature 1s to be self-
lummous (svaprakasa) to be entangled 1 samsara ? What precisely 1»
the nature of kawalye ? These are the two questions rased in this
chapter Those who object to our view may argue that the soul (atman)

15, 1 1its essenital nature, blssful (. khi) and self-l
(Suamakasa) , and that there 1s therefore no possibility of its ever being
d in the of earthly They mught also consider

1t impossible that when the blissful nature of the self 1s clouded, 1t should
come to be mmplicated in matter For, they may ask, “ Will not th~
obscuration of the mature of the self Juminous entity amount to its
destruction (svarupanase)? How could the Visistadvaitin object to the
advaric ywew and say that of maga were to cloud atwarn, the latter would
be destroyed thereby , when the same objection would apply with equal
force to his own contention ?

The author’s reply to this objection 1s that on the advarhic conception
afmen 1s a nirvisesa vestu, pure consciousness, and, hence, with the
obscuration of this consciousness its very mature 1s m danger of being
destroyed , but that, on the wsistadvaitic theory, the atman 1s savisess
(endowed with qualiies) Among other things 1its essential nature, viz,
Jnana, 1s the most agreeable kind (anukula)  This anukulye admuts
of several degrees and 1s always present m some degree, however shight.

Hence the soul does nhot run the risk of being destroyed. When anukulys
N~



1s present only m shight degrees, 1t 1s self-revealed, but 15 un:bledefg
arrest samsiric lfe  Anukulya of the most mtense degree 15 apprenen o
from the scriptures When 1t 15 veiled by karma and thereby reduces
1n 1ntensity, mundane existence arises .

In the state of kawalya (realisation of the nature of one’s own lﬁ’ﬂfc)z
the Antaryamun (the Indweller) shines forth, but not as bemng the obje
of the utmost enjoyment True, even the aspirant after se].f-reallsatéu:;
(kawalya, atmavalokana) has to follow the path of self-surrenﬂ]s
{prapatts) or loving devotion to God (bhakt:) 1n order to remove ¢
obstacles standing m the way of the successiul frmtion of karma an
ging, the direct means to kawalye The devotion nvolved here 1S,
however, only a means to an end (eupadhika) Long after kawalya ?hai
‘been attamned a person may expenence bhokti m the true sense of the
term as a result of exther direct perception of the spotless mature of the
self (atman), or the ment accumulated through countless births  Thus
the essentrally blissful nature of the Lord 1s expertenced 1 the fullest
measure only 1 the state of final release (moksa), and not 1 the pen-
ultimate state (1e kanalya) Hence the distinction between karvalye
and moksa Though the former falls short of the 1deal state, 1t may justi-
fiably be spoken of as release, for mn kawalye the soul has experience
of ats own blissful nature, has no births and deaths and has obtamed
complete freedom from all bondage to karma which 1s the root cause of
all the pleasures and pains of worldly hie

Since the thought of the Lord s blissful nature does mot enter into
the meditation (upasana) of a person who has set up kawalya as his
goal, when hus upasana bears frurt he has an mtuitive perception of the
Lord, but does not yet grasp His blissful nature 1n accordance with what
15 known as tatkratunyoya The case 15 otherwise with the person who
meditates upon the Lord as a blissful entity

Bhagavad Ramanuja, however does not countenance the view that

1 the state of kanalya the person 1s dented Brahmanande-anubhava, and
15 d only to Brah bh or the direct perception of the Lord
For the realisation of one's own nature must certamly, at some stage
include the realisation that one exists only for the sake of the Lord This
must imnevatably lead up to a fuller experience of the bhssful nature of the
Supreme Self Sinee the scriptures say that he who follows the arceradi-
mérga 1s led up to the final goal, there 15 no warrant, he says, for assert
ing that the person aspiring for kawalye 1s for ever condemned to a0
mferior type of mokse  In short, the distinction between these two forms
of release may be expressed thus —The soul may carry on meditation
(upasana) 10 one of two ways It may meditate erther on Brahman
having the soul for its body or on the soul having Brahman for its self
‘The first type of meditation leads the upisaka straight to moksae, the
second leads up to it only after having traversed the stage of havalye.
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